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Sir: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Appellants submit Appellants' Reply Brief in response to the Examiner's Answer dated 
April 15, 2008 pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 41.41(a). Appellants respectfully submit the Examiner's 
Answer has failed to remedy the deficiencies with respect to the Final Office Action dated 
September 17, 2007 as noted in Appellants' Appeal Brief filed on March 17, 2008 for at least the 
reasons set forth below. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request that the rejections of 
pending Claims 16-30 be reversed. 



In response to the Examiner's "Response to Arguments" beginning on page 14, 
paragraph (10) of the Examiner's Answer, Appellants submit the following reply in addition to 
the remarks of record. 



I. 35 USC 112, Second Paragraph, Rejection 

The Examiner has withdrawn the rejection under 35 USC 1 12, second paragraph. 
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II. 35 USC 103 Rejections 

A. Monitoring Network Activity 

The Examiner continues to read the search for cells in Reddy to the monitoring of 
network activity. Appellants disagrees with this interpretation. The term "monitoring" is 
distinct from the term "search." Monitoring occurs when something is known to exist. For 
example, one can monitor activity on a wireless network to determine the activity. Searching, on 
the other hand, occurs when one is attempting to determine if something exists. For example, 
one can search for activity on a wireless network to see if the activity indeed exists (i.e. looking 
for something). However, the scope of the activity is not watched (i.e. monitored). Specifically, 
in Reddy, an initial cell search is performed and the mobile station camps on a cell determined 
by the search. However, no monitoring is performed since the system is unaware as to whether 
the cell exists (see, for example, paragraph [0032]). Moreover, the term "activity" (monitoring 
activity) requires that something is occurring or changing that can be monitored — in the instant 
invention monitoring activity of the wireless local network. In Reddy, on the other hand, 
searching for a cell to camp on requires the mobile station move into radio service of a respective 
cell. However, the cells are not "activity." 

B. Following Successful Detection 

Reddy fails to teach that information is sent due to activity of the network . Rather, the 
mobile station is active to enter the service area of a cell. This is different from the network 
being active. 

C. Obviousness 

Additionally, there is no reason why one having ordinary skill in the art would combine 
the references in the manner suggested in the Office Action. Reddy teaches that, once a device 
has successfully camped on a cell of a mobile network, an IP address is forwarded to an 
IP-based network capable of communicating with the mobile unit ([0032]), or the mobile unit 
has multi-network capabilities which allow it to communicate with an IP -based network and a 
cellular network at the same time ([0031]). Again, Reddy, does not disclose that the mobile 
unit monitors activity of the wireless local network using an existing connection, and 
instead, the mobile unit facilitates a cell search, and camps on the cell determined from the 
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search ([0027]). In contrast, Reddy discloses the updating of HLR databases for VLR's when 
devices are moving between registration areas. The Office Action fails to reconcile how the 
VLR's and "overflow" terminals would conceivably be utilized under the configuration of 
Reddy, which does not appear to utilize VLR's at all. 

III. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Appellants respectfully submit that the Examiner's Answer 
does not remedy the deficiencies noted in Appellants' Appeal Brief with respect to the Final 
Office Action. Appellants respectfully submit that the Patent Office has failed to establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness under 35 USC 103(a) with respect to the rejections of the 
claims. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully submit that the rejections are erroneous in law and 
in fact and should therefore be reversed by this Board. 

No fee is due in connection with this Reply Brief. The Director is authorized to charge 
any fees which may be required, or to credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-1818. 
If such a withdrawal is made, please indicate the Attorney Docket No. 112740-1051 on the 
account statement. 



Respectfully submitted, 



BY 




Phone: (202) 955-7007 



Dated: June 5, 2008 
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